SOME ADAPTED FRAGMENTS OF SEVERAL 
CORRESPONDENCE EXCHANGES VI (PART D): 
On interesting books, metaphysics and more. ' 


D.: I read The Human Zoo by Desmond Morris recently. As we say in Greek, “he 
strikes one on the nail and one on the horseshoe”. Meaning that his conclusions are 
inconsistent with what his premises imply (as you rightly recognize for most authors), 
his analyses are sometimes far-fetched, but a large part of it is correct; specifically the 
points about smaller tribes, with their own hierarchies, appearing within the supertribe 
and the obsessive need to utilize the incredible amount of free time in the modern world, 
like the animals in the zoo. However, he also lacks a lot of data. Diamond and Pinker 
seem more useful to me, because they conjecture far less than Morris, and have way 
more data, even if their conclusions are inconsistent. 


I also liked an article I read by Tomislav Markus. I will read more on him in the future. 
If you have any other suggestions I would like to hear them. 


U.R.: The Human Zoo is an interesting book. Morris was quite right regarding some 
important ideas in this book (Kaczynski took some of them as reference for his ideas 
about the power process and surrogate activities). And he wasn’t politically correct at all 
(in the sense of today’s political correctness -i.e., leftist values-; though he surely was 
“politically correct” according to the standards of the political correctness of that time - 
i.e., the main values of the society in that time-) which is another thing that I like of this 
book. You have to take into account that Morris wrote that book in 1969, and Diamond 
and Pinker are much more recent authors. Morris has also more recent books, like The 
Naked Woman, The Naked Man, and others. I have read also The Naked Ape and The 
Naked Man. And yes, he is quite “speculative”. And, like Diamond and Pinker, and 
many more authors, he is too coward and loyal to the system to extract every logical 
conclusion from his knowledge, findings or theories. Indeed Pinker even has books 
openly defending progress and technoindustrial society. And Diamond is a reformist 
who thinks that this mess could be mended with good will, laws, and “green” 
technology. 


Markus was different. He was a materialist and brave enough to openly reject 
civilization and technoindustrial society. He usually was quite right, although not 
always and not completely. For example, just before his death in 2010 he wrote an 
article, “The Great Turning Point”, in which he made some big errors like that of 
defending or sympathizing with the Environmental Transition movement (which is 
reformist and actually tries to save technoindustrial civilization via “greening” it) or to 
believe in the predictions of the “peak oil” people.* 


' Adaptation of the exchange between D. and Ultimo Reducto (U.R.) from October 14th, 2019 
to December 13th, 2019. Original letters were written in English. © Copyright 2019, Ultimo 
Reducto, for the fragments originally written by U.R. 

? http://www.integralworld.net/markus6.html. 

? In fact, Markus wrote several other texts in which he fell in the error of trusting the predictions 
about the oil peak, though perhaps this is the most notable among them. Some other errors that 
he committed were: some idealization of hunter-gatherers; some uncritical assumption of 
civilized values, like the absolute goodness of equality, the absolute evilness of war and 





D: I wanted to suggest to you an interesting book by Steven Pinker. It is called The 
Better Angels of Our Nature, and is a very, very detailed account of the history of 
violence among humans (and its consistent decline worldwide). You know the guy, so 
you can imagine what picture he paints of primitive people. It has some really amazing 
graphs inside, and tons of data. Pinker actually repeatedly explains how the current 
state of progress is rather fragile, attained through a huge number of sacrifices of and 
restrictions on our human nature. He is also to a great extent materialist. Although his 
conclusions are irrelevant, and his theory about the causes of the more recent peaceful 
times (the last 50 years) is wide open to criticism, it is a most revealing book about 
violence in primitive and preindustrial societies. 


U.R.: I have heard of this book, but given that Pinker’s main aim is to defend the 
supposed objective existence of progress (he tries to prove that things have gone ever 
better throughout history -always according to his idea of improvement and his 
progressivist values-), I didn’t pay much attention to it. The Blank Slate seemed a very 
good book to me, but I haven’t read any of his other recent books, where he seems to 
defend progress much more intensely and openly. Surely they are a good source of data. 
Pinker’s problem is not as much the unreliability of the data he provides as his 
interpretation and evaluation of them. I will take this book into account. 


D: I wanted to ask if you have any books or articles (or videos?) to suggest about 
building a movement, since, sadly, Kaczynski’s own analysis, is really lacking, and 
depends too much on leftist’ approaches to this issue. In general, good historical books 
with data would be nice. 


U.R.: I can suggest almost no text about building a movement, beyond Kaczynski’s 
texts, because I don’t know virtually any other. Almost everything I think about the 
issue that differs from Kaczynski’s propositions comes from my own experience, 
observation and intuition. I only can think now of two articles, and they are focused on 
conservation and aren’t very profound nor offer many worthwhile insights.* There are 
also the books that Ted usually refers to, for example: Eric Hoffer’s The True Believer, 
and Phillip Selznic’s The Organizational Weapon. I have not read the former still’, but I 
have read the latter. My impression is that it could be worth reading, but not as much for 
the reasons that Kaczynski usually mentions (to learn about Bolshevik strategy and 
tactics for applying them to the creation, development and activity of a movement 


violence, etc.; or the naive defense of philosophical monism (i.e., to state that everything is 
“natural” in the sense of that everything, even the human world, is part of Nature; which, by 
logic, would give rise to accepting and defending as “natural” even techno-industrial society and 
its impacts on the non-artificial world). Note added later by U.R. for this post. 

4 I add them here in case you want to take a look at them: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Na5Wj8hAFJW5S9Nxowbm- 
AIQ9SEIKBR8L/view?usp=sharing and 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/13SEItYk7f£Y F15x25PNHz06mBn6vile4T/view?usp=sharing. 

> At the moment of the publication of this post, U.R. has already read this book too. The book is 
worth reading, provided that one takes into account that the stance which the author supposedly 
defends (an stance seemingly contrary to fanaticism) neither exists nor is possible in reality, 
because every anti-fanaticism is always deep down fanatic and intransigent regarding some 
values or ideas; that he is probably in favor of the status quo (in some cases he seems to suggest 
that revolutions and radical movements are always something to avoid and that his book tries to 
offer ideas for doing so and for implementing inoffensive reforms instead); and that many of the 
concrete ideas raised in the book are presented in a too vague manner and are too susceptible of 
being interpreted in very different ways. Note added later by U.R. for this post. 











against technoindustrial society; thought some of them perhaps could turn out to be 
useful sometime) as mainly as a way of learning about the real and dangerous nature of 
communists’ way of political action and thus to be alert to detect people like them and 
avoid that they takeover the movement. Kaczynski usually mentions as reference Saul 
Alinsky’s Rules for Radicals, but in my opinion this book is basically useless and 
besides it’s full of leftist shit. In fact, it is something like a guide for organizing 
community activism-oriented groups (the typical people from a community —a 
neighborhood, a town, etc.- who get together to reclaim being taken into account by the 
authorities, in order to have their demands satisfied and to be allowed to participate in 
the management of those issues that affect them locally —to repair pavements, and the 
like-). ¿What has this to do with the movement against the technoindustrial society 
which has to be created? Nothing at all. In my opinion, this book is not worth reading. 


Kaczynski and some other people close to him think that one can take something useful 
from studying modern social (almost always leftist) movements, and they even suggest 
how a movement against technoindustrial society could apply whatever it learned from 
the study of those movements. Too often, however, what they suggest greatly sounds to 
me like acting more or less like those leftists but merely changing the content of the 
message given. For example, to perform public demonstrations against technological 
research would be exactly the same than to perform demonstrations in favor of equality 
or against machismo. You only would have to change the slogans of the banners and the 
“picture” would be exactly the same: a bunch of idiots doing a surrogate useless 
activity. If someday there existed an organized movement, it should do something 
completely different from so uncritically mimicking leftists’ activities or ways of 
organization. 


In addition, they give great importance to the study of the activities through which such 
historical or modern social movements maintained high the morale of its files. But I 
think that to propose activities for mainly or exclusively keeping high the morale of the 
group is problematic. They would be surrogate activities in fact (activities that are 
mainly or exclusively designed for avoiding boredom and depression, keeping members 
entertained and artificially satisfying the power process with the pursuing of goals 
devised only for the sake of going through the very power process), and they would 
work only in inverse proportion to the intelligence and self-awareness of the members 
of the group. And many of the leftist activities of the social movements that some 
people seem to regard worth studying, interesting and useful are actually and mainly (if 
not exclusively) of the latter type. I, for sure, wouldn’t be happy with a group where I 
had to make things that actually are useless for and unrelated with the stated goals of the 
group, but openly or tacitly were mere entertainments for keeping its members active 
and good-humored. Although maybe some other less thoughtful or self-aware people 
would be happy performing them. The question is, does the movement need this kind of 
members now? I think that, at least for the moment, the people needed should be quite 
different, even of a completely opposite kind. Maybe in the future the movement will 
need also (the help of) people of such mediocre quality and then it should use this kind 
of tricks (and others) to herd them, but not now, not at its beginning; or even before its 
beginning. 


Moreover, even if some of these leftist ways of acting and organizing were useful and 
worth of mimicking (and, as I have just said, this could be possible in some contexts 
and occasions), the development of a movement has to go through some basic stages, 
each of them with its own requirements, limitations and traits. Some necessary 
requirements and tasks for a stage of development are inadequate for another. And one 


shouldn’t skip any stages, for example trying to perform activities which don’t 
correspond to the real stage in which the movement is at this moment, but to further 
stages not still reached. For example, if there is not even enough people still (much less 
an organized group), then discussing in detail about what actions the movement should 
carry out in order to keep on high morale and cohesion within the groups is nonsense, 
regardless the particular character of the actions discussed. 


D: Regarding the way of acting against the technoindustrial system, is it better to go out 
and make a bold move, protest or even actively sabotage the system, when we know that 
it can and will effectively retaliate? Or is it better to be patient, with the hope that one 
day, the system will provide its own weak points, and while waiting and observing that, 
to build a movement to exploit them, or even accelerate them? I believe the latter is, in 
the long term, a more correct choice. This is about people who have a similar 
discomfort with the way we dominate nature, who can see that technology and humans 
are the problem, but who prefer mindless action to a dedicated movement-building. 
Defeatists, people who lack patience and people who are out for revenge, not results. 
People like ITS, for example. Or others who are organized in the various “activist” 
movements, such as Extinction Rebellion or even early Earth First!ers. 


Also I would like to hear in some more detail about what things John Jacobi has done. 
You did briefly mention some tactics he used, but I believe that there's more that has 
been done. Also your opinion on ITS would be valuable (I've read your response to the 
communiqués®’ of course). 


U.R.: Regarding Jacobi, I explained you much of his story in a previous letter®. I was 
not inventing anything. I was basing on my own experience with him and on facts. 
Anyway, you can see it for yourself, for example, reading this article: “Children of Ted” 
(The New York Magazine, Intelligencer, Dec. 2018). The author of the article, 
Richardson, a typical opportunistic journalist, contacted to me when he was thinking on 
writing it, and I rejected to collaborate with him. Jacobi, on the contrary was happy to 
participate because the article provided him with a means to obtain attention and to 
appear as an important and referential member of a supposedly incipient “anti-tech” 
movement. The article is pathetic. You also could have seen his pathological 
psychological symptoms in his way of acting in his website, but it has been suspended 
recently (last month). 


Regarding ITS (here, save if I explicitly say otherwise, I refer always to the original 
ITS, that is the Mexican terrorists, not to all those other so-called “eco-extremists” who 
later have appeared like mushrooms worldwide and have adopted the signature “ITS” as 
a flag), my critique was written at the beginning of their activities. I was not completely 
sure then about what was their actual nature, so my critique was too kind, mild and 
naive. Later I have learned what they actually are. They came from the Mexican 


° https://ultimoreductosalvaje.blogspot.com/2015/03/algunoscomentarios-en-referencia- 
los.html. 

7 There exist at least one translation to English of this text on the Internet, but U.R. has never 
publicly approved it, so U.R. doesn’t assume any responsibility for the content of any of such 
English versions. Note added later by U.R. for this post. 

* In “Some adapted fragments of several correspondence exchanges III (Part I)” 
(https://drive.google.com/file/d/IMEVXS_XHNDtwXzUO3TrkFIlbIQxIgkn/view?usp=drive_op 
en). 

? http://nymag.com/intelligencer/2018/12/the-unabomber-ted-kaczynski-new-generation-of- 
acolytes. html. 











anarchist-animalist-punk millieu. This has not necessarily to be something that makes 
one unavoidably undesirable; most of the people who now have more or less similar 
ideas than mine or Kaczynski’s once have had some previous contact with leftism. 
Anyway, most times it usually implies the acquisition of a heavy ideological and 
psychological burden that most people can’t ever overcome, ITS included. Their ways 
of acting were too much influenced by their leftist origins and history (basically by 
anarchistic insurrectionism and animal liberation illegal activism). 


Original ITS were quite incompetent and ignorant people (though they probably were 
studying at university). They have left behind many clues, beginning with their 
numerous “communiqués”, but they somehow have avoided to be imprisoned to date, 
maybe because Mexican police is even more incompetent than they, and because 
Mexican police probably had more serious and urgent tasks than to prosecute big 
children playing terrorists. 


They later joined with some other leftist Mexicans and created Reacción Salvaje (Wild 
Reaction), which didn’t last much. I haven’t regarded interesting or important to follow 
their evolution since then. 


I know that they regard us as passive cowards (except, perhaps, for Kaczynski just 
because he is also a terrorist) who, according to them, prefer to think and write than to 
actually “act” (which for them means virtually just to physically destroy things and 
people), and as some kind of unrealistic fanatic religious believers in a “promised 
heaven” (the movement, the “revolution”, the destruction of technoindustrial society). 
Ironically, in spite they dismissed and despised us as passive useless unrealistic people 
who is afraid to act beyond writing, they used our texts, theory and rhetoric as a 
reference for justifying and explaining their activities. They despise us as passive 
cowards, but at the same time they use the theoretical work done by us. 


Besides, ITS have a deeply defeatist attitude. They don’t believe that a movement 
against the technoindustrial system can be created. Neither they believe that, if created, 
it could work. They believe that the technoindustrial system is undefeatable. They reject 
even trying to organize and trying to destroy it. They regard it as a useless effort and 
they are content just attacking it without expecting, even less planning, to put an end to 
it. This is bad, because notwithstanding they seemingly flaunt an incendiary immediate 
rhetoric and attitude and they present themselves as brave warriors riding towards a sure 
death in an unequal combat against a much stronger enemy in their communiqués, they 
have given up from the beginning, even without having tried seriously, and this way 
they are actually promoting passivity and helplessness in the long term. But they are so 
ignorant that they even openly deny being defeatists (they have in fact shown explicitly 
somewhere that they don’t even actually know what the term “defeatism” means). 


And, in my opinion and basing of everything I have seen regarding them, their activism 
and defeatism are but symptoms of their intellectual and psychological inability. They 
are not able to actually understand what the system is and how it works. Despite all their 
“anti-tech” and “pro-wild” rhetoric their main motivation and goal is merely the 
pressing satisfaction of their psychological lacks and needs through violence. They 
intensely need to vent their hostility, frustration and anger, they use terrorism as a 
means to do it, and they use a seemingly “anti-tech” rhetoric to justify themselves. 
There have always been people like these, but in other epochs they used other rhetoric, 
more according to those times. 


Let alone some other disastrous traits of them, like their obvious functional illiteracy. 
They even can’t use Spanish correctly. They pretend to be fighting the technoindustrial 


system and being a reference for others, but they can’t even write a communiqué 
without grammar errors or quote somebody without missing or messing up words (once 
they quoted a sentence of my critique to them missing a “no” which changed 
completely the meaning of the sentence quoted; other time, one eco-extremist uploaded, 
without my permission or even citing sources, the tale “La oveja negra y el lobo”!” in 
one of their websites and he even wasn’t able to read/write the correct name of the 
protagonist sheep, “Libertia”, even after I pointed it out to him/her. He read first 
“Libertina” -“Libertine’”-, and then “Libertaria” -“Libertarian”-. Unbelievable!). This 
proves that they usually don’t read much. And how can one pretend to know what the 
system is and how it works, and be hitting it where it hurts without having read a 
minimum about some matters? I am not precisely an intellectual snob who overvalues 
reading and literacy (in fact, I don’t believe that these are good and necessary things in 
themselves), but like it or not, the fight against technoindustrial society can not be 
carried out by ignorant and functionally illiterate people. 


ITS are not actually even a menace to the system. Not even temporally or at small scale. 
They don’t actually even know who or what and how the enemy is. They don’t actually 
understand the system, its functioning and the problems it creates. They don’t want to 
destroy the system either (they regard it impossible). And the system gives a shit about 
them. It doesn’t bother itself even in prosecuting them effectively, because they aren’t 
actually a threat for it at all. 


D: I see. Yes, such people seem to turn up everywhere, using any kind of theory as a 
vehicle to vent their anger. 


U.R.: Well, that’s my opinion, and maybe is too subjective. You can judge for yourself 
reading ITS’s communiqués and the rest of “ecoextremist” stuff ... if you can bear so 
much nonsense. 


D.: I had been recently wondering about something you had mentioned in an older 
email. The fact that you don’t use “good”, but “least bad” or “not bad” and such 
phrases instead. You said “The explanation for this (why I don’t believe in the existence 
of absolute goodness and so reject to promote goodness) goes far beyond the 
boundaries of the present debate. ”” 


It’s a very interesting concept. Care to explain it? It seems like a bleak outlook, I must 
admit, though reality can be pretty depressive no matter the outlook. 


U.R.: In short: I don’t believe in the existence of absolute goodness, but I do believe in 
the existence of absolute badness or evilness. I think that the concept of absolute 
goodness has been used to justify many great evils throughout the history of humanity. 
It has a lot to do with the concept of progress, and it is a trap. I usually don’t discuss this 
issue publicly, because it is basically a metaphysical matter, thus mostly impractical. 


D: Now I realize. It’s not a bleak outlook at all. It was my own judgment that made it 
seem so, obviously influenced by how people around me approached the question of 
good and evil (valuable=good, anti-valuable=evil). The most important part of the text 


English version: “The Black Sheep and the Wolf” 
(https://drive.google.com/file/d/1u0KNS5dc83uQcuzpfgO5FeA 8fwgq5ZHf3q/view ?usp=sharing). 
Note added later by U.R. for this post. 

"' The text D. refers to is a fragment of “Some adapted fragments of several correspondence 
exchanges II (Part ID)” (https://drive.google.com/file/d/1gmSWzh7UuSollXPMJwZ8YT- 
W9Vzb94V_/view). Note added later by U.R. for this post. 











you recommended me”, for me, is the one about the hidden, implied aspects of thinking 
in terms of “good”; namely, that one should strive to increase “good”, to make it more 
and more to the utmost of their abilities. This, in fact, is a far more frustrating outlook 
than the “not bad” approach, because “good” will never be enough, you will never 
have done enough for it (and as you said, it has a lot to do with the concept of 
progress). 


It is enough not to harm the valuable things, and to destroy that which threatens them. 


It is perhaps important to put a disclaimer like “I don’t use to discuss this issue 
publicly, because it is basically a metaphysical matter, thus mostly impractical.” Or 
perhaps it’s not. But it’s a shame not to share them, just because you believe they aren't 
directly related to the cause. Well, it’s your choice anyway. 


U.R.: Yes, I understand and greatly share your point. It is simply that I don’t want to 
deflect reader’s attention to mere intellectual philosophical debates which can serve and 
indeed usually serve mainly as surrogate activities for bored pseudointelligent people, 
and which usually are mainly useless for anything else. Of course that sometimes one 
can need to debate theoretically or philosophically something for practical purposes in 
order to help to clarify, inspire, justify and favour practical work for destroying 
technoindustrial society. But, if so, it always should be discussed with this practical 
purpose in mind. There are too many clever-idiots out there looking for some new (or 
old) “intellectual adventure” in which to involve themselves for the mere sake of 
discussion (or for intellectual prestige, or for promotion of their careers, etc.). I am not 
interested in throwing fuel to the fire of discussions about how many angels can stand 
on the head of a pin and the like. This is why I don’t usually show publicly much 
interest in, or even I dismiss, discussions about metaphysics (besides the fact, which I 
have explained to you somewhere else”, that given that those debates can’t be 
empirically solved, they are useless to convince anybody who doesn’t share a minimal 
common metaphysical base with you). 


D: Indeed, I can see how for some people, the journey ends once the intellectual 
adventure ends, and they would go back to business-as-usual. Even worse, it is 
conceivable that if someone wanted to damage the movement, then they could pick out a 
potentially controversial component of our speech (such as this article on the rejection 
of goodness), attack it (in earnest or deceptively) and thus discredit the rest of the 
theory as well, moving people away from the movement. 


But at the same time, my own way of acting is this: If my views change, because of some 
realization I have, or because of some new data, then my behaviour and my actions 
change accordingly. It seems to me that a person honest with themselves has to act in 
this way. And vice-versa; if I don't change my thinking, then why should I change my 
actions? So I believe that “quality people” wouldn’t have a problem reading these 
things. In fact, a person who is confident and intelligent enough (a quality person) 
ought to simply weigh these thoughts, see if they fit with their current line of thinking, 
and adopt them or reject them (and hopefully critique them, too). After all, how can 


12 The text D. refers to is a fragment of “Some adapted fragments of several correspondence 
exchanges IV”, where this subject is discussed 
(https://drive.google.com/file/d/liJJYcRLstaCkO7p1LqgM94878nmJMKtEy/view). Note added 
later by U.R. for this post. 

13 In “Some adapted fragments of several correspondence exchanges III (part ID” 
(https://drive.google.com/file/d/1gmSWzh7UuSollXPMJwZ8 YT-W9Vzb94V_/view). Note 
added later by U.R. for this post. 








anyone have a “practical purpose” to pursue wholeheartedly, without first building a 
theory to support it? 


Are you worried that people of bad quality would join in such a movement because they 
read your text, and are ready to embark on a new surrogate activity? Or, conversely, 
that quality people might be discouraged, because they disagree with these 
metaphysical texts, or consider them a waste of time? 


U.R.: You say: “it is conceivable that if someone wanted to damage the movement, then 
they could pick out a potentially controversial component of our speech (such as this 
article on the rejection of goodness), attack it (in earnest or deceptively) and thus 
discredit the rest of the theory as well, moving people away from the movement”. True, 
but apart from being metaphysical (that is, greatly unpractical), this is not so much 
because the issues are “controversial” as because the way or the style in which they are 
presented. If they are presented in a simplistic, clumsy, illogic, confuse way, they are 
easy prey to criticisms (especially to those inspired by bad faith). Thus we should try to 
be very cautious with the ways we express ourselves publicly and try to be astute 
enough to try to avoid easy criticisms beforehand if possible (though not always is 
possible to foresee or to avoid them). If somebody wanted to criticize our ideas and 
speech seriously, he should have to think a lot. In such case, his criticism probably 
would be much more serious and worth of be taken into account, and also his intentions 
probably would be better. Few people with bad intentions would waste too much time 
and effort criticizing elaborately somebody else just for despising him and sullying his 
reputation. Though it takes all kinds... 


You say: “if my views change, because of some realization I have, or because of some 
new data, then my behaviour and my actions change accordingly. It seems to me that a 
person honest with themselves has to act in this way. And vice-versa; If I don't change 
my thinking, then why should I change my actions?” Well, I don’t see it in a so simple 
fashion. Many of the things we do are not mainly or exclusively the result of what we 
previously, consciously, rationally and intentionally think. There are many other factors, 
apart from ideas, or even from values, that influence our behaviour. 


You say: “I believe that ‘quality people’ wouldn’t have a problem reading these things. 
In fact, a person who is confident and intelligent enough (a quality person) ought to 
simply weigh these thoughts, see if they fit with their current line of thinking, and adopt 
them or reject them (and hopefully critique them, too). After all, how can anyone have a 
“practical purpose’ to pursue wholeheartedly, without first building a theory to support 
it?” I hope so, and this would be the ideal way of acting, but I also know that this is not 
the usual way things are and work. Most people (if not all), most of the time, don’t think 
first and then act, and they don’t first adopt some values (and therefore purposes) and 
then act consequently. As I have said, our behaviour is influenced by many other factors 
than ideas and values. We are not so cold, systematic and rational (logical). Usually, 
most people just act, without thinking about their real purposes for acting, and only later 
and only sometimes they try to justify their acts with some theories (if they even do it). 
Or even when they have some stated purposes that actually greatly influence their 
behaviour a priori, they often lack a good theory that rationally and honestly develops 
and accounts for those purposes and actions. They can sometimes end up developing 
one later, but not always, not even too often (not to mention the fact that many times 
what is developed is not a honest theory based on the real purposes, but just a dishonest 
rationalization that tries to justify the behavior through false stated purposes). Theories, 
when they exist, usually follow the values and purposes, not otherwise. This is so, even 
for those people of high quality. 


You ask: “Are you worried that people of bad quality would join in such a movement 
because they read your text, and are ready to embark on a new surrogate activity? Or, 
conversely, that quality people might be discouraged, because they disagree with these 
metaphysical texts, or consider them a waste of time?” Yes, those risks are always real, 
and they are good reasons for being cautious about the way one expresses himself and 
wary towards both metaphysics particularly and over-theorizing (developing theory as a 
surrogate activity) in general. Bad quality people are going to be out there always, and 
some of them are going to try to get a place in the movement, always. It should be the 
task of the founders and leaders of the movement to try to avoid or minimize this risk as 
much as possible, and when precaution fails and they go into, to devise ways to detect, 
expel or at least contain or neutralize them. Everything has a price, and if you want to 
do something always will be counterparts and risks. You can minimize them through 
being astute, but you can’t avoid them utterly. It’s the way reality functions. 


